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e"called into ques- ‘ ?
) - .

" between 8gcial, class position and delinquent/behavior. It is nowra °
commorni conéldsion'tnae social class is "r 'dly ; poor predictor ef ‘
deiinquency" (EDi ckson‘and Empey, 1965:272). Tnes essértion does per:

* haps gfeatest damage to tne so-cali strain"‘and "Subéulpural"
theéries‘og delinquenc} that are firectdd at lower class delinaueney

ss ydhths

N

simply have their o '\values and focal concerns th

d1e class norms, afd the youéhs /are often dellnqhent when th

1

their own valyes/

cultural theorj by Mille: (1958) and Cohen/ (1955).

WA

— Y »

J
Although .the theories differ ,in some important ways, they all

¥ .

differ from m1d~

A ey

\

Strain theory 1s typiflee/ﬁy Merton (1957), stg;

CLoward and Ohlin

'(1960), on the "other hand, contribute to both perspectives.

*

ey follow

5 13

imply that the, frequency, Serxousness, and patterns of derinquent be--

+ v

.

havior should vary by soéial class, and that .di¥ferent pfocesses lead

-

%
L
Py
<

162 169) In additl n, they assert that‘herious and frequen

quent actlvities ar_ prlmanjly 1qwer class phenomena
v, . "'\‘ N

S—

t delin-

Such assertions,

-

¥
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however,’ are not consistent with the data on the re1ationsh1p between

de11nquent behavior and socioeconomiq status ($ES ), often viewed.as

. :é»

crucial tests of_strain and subculture theor%es.
’ : . ! . \

~ .
* 5 7 Y L= d ‘

. -»
X * RESEARCH RELATING SES AND sl‘)ELINQUBNCY

’ ‘

«

. Offic{EI statistics from police and court records 4o indeed show

. greater lower cilass de11nquency However, 1hconsistent police and

@ .
‘court responses to similar deviant actS\function to reduce delinquencyx

from a/variable to an attribute Official statistics, therefore may’
~
.~ be more usefuk in our understanding of society s reaction to delinquent
acts than in providing eﬁplanations for delinquent behavior.‘

“The c1ass related theories predrct a differential social distribu-

“
. .
. v z

' Cion of delinquent acts due to variable pressures and noreﬁ but they

* remain 511en[‘on the subJeot of the official labeling of delinquent be-~

,

havior (Cloward and Ohlin, 1960:3), Therefore seLf*report data are
- * * ‘

more relevant to\)he theoretical claims than are 0fflClal records '
J

w

T . A major flaw.in self-report studres, however, is that legal def-

* initions of delinquenc& are often disregarded Me;e deviation from -

- R . o« )

"ideals" should not be equated with the de1inquency .that. the theories

<

attempt to explain defined by Hirschi as '%cts the detection of which

- .
.

is thought to result in’ punishment of the person committidgﬁthem by
. { A

» * ) ¥

-~

_ . . ; t“uw

- . ) It is noteworthy-that '"Sgg" is used here instead bf sqcial class

. .
. . v

. . . ‘s
" Thig- is not an oversight, byt recognition of the fact that research

[
. &

# 4 »

‘ : typically employs SES measured by father's ocqupation asg the indicator Lo :'j ‘
. ; B -
. of the social classes mentioned fﬁ\the theories,.a difference belieVéd RS
b © . . [} .\ ¢
to be significant ) - _‘ . ? . < DU

. - -
. A . )
[y - » .
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agents of the larger society" (Hirschi, 1969:47). Yet at the pxesent time,

“the selfAreport studies, espeéially\?ﬁen they employ érétuptory defini-
e . -
tions of @elinquency,.arj)the most valid tests of the theories; problems

*of reliability and validity have been widely discussed (see for example

|
Hood and Sparks, 1970 6Z -70) and need not be reiterated here.

Several self-report studles report a relatlonship between social ’

class and deilnquent behaV1or Gold (1966) finds a slight.negative're-

lationship (for boys only) which accbunts for no more than 4% of the

”

variance. Erickson and Empey, who'obtain siq}lar resu1t57 conclude
. - %

, that cﬂass is "really a poor predictor'of delinquency” (1965 272). The

studles conaucted by Reiss and Rhodes~(196l) MacDonald (1969), and

—

Gold (196 ) are not comparable b;cause they employ both self-report
P

"quent /or nondelinquent. > ' . (
.. e v ' . ) . ’
Hirschi states-\ “careful quantitative research shows-again and
in that the relatlon between soc1oeconom1c status and the commission
/
of deilnqufnt acts is small, or nonexlstent” (leschi 1969 661‘ There

is consrderable empirical support for thlS view in the 11teréture, in-

cluding tests for both boys and girls, various community sizes, numerous

es of offens s, and’aiverse locations (Nye, Short;, and Olson, 1§58;
yp 23, y %)

'Dentler and Motnroe, 1961: Clark and Wenninger, 1962' Slocum.and Stone,

1963 Akers, 1964; Nye, 1958; Porterfield, 19435 Porterfield and Clifton,

- 1946; Himelhoch, 1964 Pine, 1965'ﬁibbens and Ahrenfeldt 1966 Stinchv
comﬁe, 1964 Voss, 1966 Jessor,'e$>a1 , 1968; Berger and Simonh 1974;

wlluams and’ Gold/1972 Kelly and Pink,.1973: Frease, 1973; Weis, 1973- :

_415; Arnold, 1965; Vaz, 1966). : : s
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+ - Given that the freguencz of delinquent Behav1or appears to be re-

latively evenly distributed along the SES scales, proponents o

views ingist that the tyée of offenses varies systematically by S
ik \ .
In 1967 ~the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administrg-

>

€ion of Justice concluded that "...especially the most serious delin*
1

N ’

quency, is committed diSprOportionately by slum and lOWerrclass youth"

(PreSidant s CommiSSion% 1967 57) In l976 Gibbons drew a s1milar

: £onc1081on Accbrding to Gibbons (1976:38), thé " evidence indicates

’

that the more serious, actionable offenses are more frequent among per-~
sons of lower socioeconomic status.' _ . :
' ; : ’
. © o\ .
Perhdps the central argument made by scholars who belii\e‘offenseg

1

-

-

to be more serious”®in lower SES gfoups is that self-report schedules

’ are often so loaded With/"nuisance offenses" (of which lower SES youth

RN

are not presumed to be disproportionately guilty) ‘that the .results over-

estimate the amount of middle class delinquency. For example, Nye and |
< - IS

Short (1956’328) purposely chose items which would be "committed by an ‘.

1]

appreciable segment of.the population" in attempting to scale 'elin-

. Y

quent behavior.q They included defying'parents authority, skipping

schodl, and driving without a-license. Since these forms of deviance

¢

., are undoubtedly widespread, they may‘tend to distort or mask SES dif-

4 P [he

ferenc’{n "real" delinquent behaVior The objection against nuisance

offenses does not hold in all casesJ/hOWever Hirschi (1969 54) Opera- -

"

tionalizes delinquency in terms of s1x legally punishable offenses (for

adults as well as Juveniles) and finds little or no evidence of a re-

lationship beCWeen SES and delinquency (1969 69)" Gold (1966) also

S bv .

cheCRs for seriousnéss, enploying very careful methods,*and finds only -

- T e . LI . ?




v ‘a slight relationship
v . - ' " ) P
The coénclusion drayn by Empey (1967) is that the serlousnESs of delin-
' T :
quentiacts i1s not related\to SES Yet the evid@ ¢ does mot appear

[}

to be as conV1ncing as with \the frequency' of de11nquent acts, gold

[}
A

“a (1966) warns that anonymous o \freporting of tr1v1a by middle clé;/4
0 - r N N

adolescents may lead to an overestimate of.their, inVOlvement in serious

' delinquency Moreover, 1nst1tut10na112ed delrnquents have been found a
~ \ -~ -
to be more ;serious foenders than their nonlnstitutrenalized peers
. Ve

(Hodd and Sparks, 1970:58; Short and’ Nye, 1958). Since mére official

v . .

. de11nquent9 are in fact lower class, samples drawn from® nonlnstltutiqn-
¢ =

alized populations tend to reveal - too little "seriousness" of 1OWer‘Q

‘ class de11nquency. Although such qualifications reddce’the argumeht¢j

against class-related theorles, the overall\fact remains that there 1s

A . - ("\ - -
. very little dirdct support £or these theories in the self-report dadb

% N . -

-

mlass by itself may be a poor clue to dellnquency" (Empey, 1967:32).
. - i A 5 .(
EM?IRICAL TESTS OF CLASS-RELATED 'TREORIES .
] , u' ~ - \: ) “ v

. - . . \ .

N . N . .
. . The most distressing point -about the testing of clase théories is

.
- . ’

' - >, well stated by‘Hirsehi'(1969:71'):'u ; ’ ]?/ )
‘1\ ‘ The class model implicit most thegtie%nof delinquency is
. s 39 pecullarly top=- ~-heavy, twoﬁtlass model made up on the over-

. ' .whelmlng majority of respectable people on the one hand and the
) lumpenprolebarlat on the other. - The stratificabion model used

, - by delinquency researchers is- anqtheruthkngJ&:Eheugrggg‘the .............. L
T e deringpency theorist Thave 'had” in mind may not be well repre- '
S . sented,.if it is represented at all .

Hence, ‘the typical study probably does not rnclude many of the "lumpen-~

proletariat" or theoretlcal'lower class. choenberg (1975)z for example,

-
\ o . B - S

gould not include "famlly economlc patholog '“varlables in‘his secon-'

3

d&ry analy31s of self-report data, as the varlanfes weFe too small to

. On the s urface, it seems relatlvely safe to agree W1th Empey that "soc1a1 -

» .

LY

-
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obtain’reliable estimates. Equally damaging is- the likelihood that ’ '

)
“ »

. when "true IOWer class" students are sampled, tbey are probably un- s

4 .

- . 1dentifiab1e as a ‘distinct grqup when respondents are stratified by -

.

t‘b .SES of father s occupations i

*

. ' Researchers have usually turned to father's accupation as the
! : : P ¢

{ s’
. -

" indicator of social class mainly becauge it is an easy indicator to

e .

‘ ~ 7
. . admfnister in a questionnaire. The.result is that most definitiens of
. -~ -

o / N . )
"social class™ employed in research are stepladders "of occupational

' .types. The difficulty is that these measures havé very little in com-

mon with the,implied (or explicit) theoretical ‘class model. Because

v *

- more than one occupation category is often included in a composite *

f""ﬂ ’
¢ "10wer~c1ass, Virtually every research "c1ass" category, such as blue-

7

// ’ " collar or unskilled labor, Undoubtedly includes some economically se- o

cure union workers as well as those who are destitute.

/fit:is doubtful that any father's occupition scafe -~ even one di-
LI . - ' f . . B .
- .cHotomizing "lower class” versus "the rest" as consistently -as possible

with class theories -- can serve effectively in testing these theories

=

of delinquency. Many members of the so- ca11ed lower class will be tabu-

lated "not c1as31f1ab1e" if the father ‘is unemployed or absent - Dentler

and Monroe (1961), for example, found 27% of their sample not classi- ..
- - ‘ . . (4 =

fiable by father's occupation. It seems unlikely that this proportion

o ! of the sample would.be rahdom}y distributed by social class. For these L
«t”.:ri..ua.u&.reasonscthere 1; a- nped for-&'revised- conceptuatizatiqn and- measurement “““““ DR
of social class bzfore g}ass priiisitions can be adequately tested. ‘ N
- . O, . . ) - \
) - | IHE UNDERCIASS/EARNING CLASS MODEL . | W

/
<

£ » - . :
dﬁnnar Myrdal (in Heller, 1969:138-43) has obsecrved an American
\ ' ' L
d "underclass'vhich bears similarity to th deliqguency theorists' lower
O R - . .

]: lC' : i - b . ~ T N ‘
- . ) . .

. & a > e AN LY -: o s
A Fi1 e provia c - N A !




e ’ : ' R
class categoryu He descr1bes the underclass as 'not really an inte- :

3
' <

/) grated part of the nat®n but- a useless and miserable sustratum. " The

o i underclass is the poverty tlass and its members are’slum dwellers. .
) . ,

Cons1stent with strain theory, Myrdal s undetclass is characterized by

ER

-

Q

-

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

T

. father’s occupatlon, instead thé de;1n1tlon inclides a constellatlon of

very 11m1ted opportunlty

It 1s not

2

v

/
hoWever, defined by th SES~of

" ‘.. » -

4

factors such as unemployment or mafginal employment,irack of schoollng

o

or tra1n1ng, and

.

poverty level income.

WA

It is a plcture of a social

v
. Y.

cless that is not very different ‘from the trad1t10na1 class-based theories

(cf. Cohen, 1955)

o~
AN . '

-~

I believe that more fruitful tests of class delinquency theories

&

may be mdde‘if the concept of underclass is.used and if father's ocecu-

¢

pation is replaced by measures such as father's work habits; thét is,

marginal employment or unemoloyed, poverty level income; and rece1pt of

welfare beneflts.

.So operationalized

i

soc1a1 class may indeed prove to

Vi

be significantly related to delinquent Behavior.

\

, . ‘ s
For heuristic purposes, I shall refer to the rest of socgéty as the

» +

v -

Yearning " b i i ; !
g class’ because the current evidence indicates that factors

. L v . ' ‘ ) .
generating dclinquent ,involvement are generally' similar in families of :

. . ) . :

blue-collar and vwhite-collar earners. No claim is made, however, that ~7// .

blue collar and white-collar workers in Amerlca enjoy identicak 1life

“chances and life styles. Many observers cautjon '@gainst_ such dramatic.

‘ e @

conclusions (cf. Rinehart, 1971). Yet life chances are Sufficiently ‘

1
’

5 .
similat among the wage earners -- in contrast ' to the underclass -- that

.the.blue-collar/white—collar line may be dropped when e#g;ining class-

relate( theories of delinquency. An underclass/earning class line is

, M4
[

s
v .

.-

(Vo)

“y

.




'_ndgg theoretically‘consistent. . \: | . Lo
Hirschi s data lend support to the importa e o the undErclass\‘
model to de%fnquency Although he finds no relation betveen SES
(father 5 occupaFion) and, delinquency, self-reported delinquency is R
1 related to receipt of wel fare benefits and, to unemployment Moreover,
‘Hewitt (1970; 77) pointS‘out that Short and Nye (1957) "found that Qnly /
‘ in their loyest stratum (corresponding roughly with our lower class)
is there any evidence of a Tink between class and delinquency " Since

. Short and Nye's lowest sthatiam” probably included some- non-undérclass

.r respondents, the correlation would probably have ‘been stronger for the
3 underclass" 1tself . ‘ : ks
.- I . ¢
(- . Fin 1y,3Gold‘s (1966:4%I43)‘data are strikingly in accord with

z .
the predicted relevance of social chkass to delinquency using the under-

class conceptualization. His finding of a small negative relationship

between SES and delinquency 1s not the result of a~gradual increase

in delinquency as one proceeds down the SES stepladder Rather, the,

' relationship is almost entiyely due to much greater delinquency by th:._
3 . lowest status b;;s. R {‘ K ¢ ‘
To balance\the.scales, it should be pointed out that Berger and
Simon (1974), in a representqtiyg sample of the state of Illinois,
L . . operationalized "Iow" class 1n a manner not,unlike ourfunderclass con-

*a 4 el
- Y

ception and found no apparent effect on delinquency. Their law class
members, who were characterized by father's unemployment and con31stent-
‘ ly low father's education and occupatignal levels, admitted less delin-

E quency than the hi%her working class in all race/sex subcategorieS'

Thus, while father s occupation (SES) is of little utility in the

£

explanation of delinquency, the c0ncept of social class and the theories
- co ,(_.-.

. 10

°
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‘relating it to‘delinquency should not be discarded.. There is no reason
N ( ) . ' * ’ -
-, to 7

expect class to become.a prime cause or correlate 6f§ American dels
. . ‘

-

quent behavior when cBMceived in underclass/earning class ke
" . 4 ;

do ant1c1pate that 'such a measurement techniyue may show that variables .

:

usually assumed to be correlates of lower class membership, such as pov-

L)
J\ »

-

erty, welfare, and unemployment, play at least Some role in the causal )

3 - !

scheme. . The remainder of this'oaper describes an attempt'to ‘test the

y; - . . . ‘ X 1’

relationship between social class and self-reporté.idelinquent behaygor . T

o

. , ) .
empldying the more theorefica}ly consistent underclass versus earning

>

class (UC/EC) -stratification model. - . | :

- RESEARCH PROCEDURES

’

\

Since the purpose of this stuydy is analytic rather than descriptive,

\

the primary sampling criterion was to obtain a sufficient amountﬂbf

»

®

a-
variation,in the key variables: Specifically, my concern was to obtain

S ) ¥
and identify an adequate number 6f yoliths Who could be classified ing
. L . N

« the underclass category. The data were gathered.in three Seattle,
Y R .

. . ~ . ..
"Washington high schools that were.selected from areas of the city with

below median average incomes: An anonymous questionnaire was completed

bi‘734.sophmoi“ 'vit_wag administered by researchers dur1ng all class-

room sections of a required sophmore subject during one school day.

Other than absentees “from school and/or from the specific class period
k_/

¥ .

our sample includes the\entire population of ﬁhe sophmore age group

S

{93% are 15 or 16 years old) in three schools ' ( . ’ ! .
" To guard against the possibility of 1nterpreting Bex of race re- ‘ o
N id Vs -
lationships as flass influences, data Were;collected on the c1ass com-
¥ a . * ; ' et “
position of the sex-race subgptégories. Sex, race, and class.(UC/EC) R .

5 a , :
W , . 13

N

Lo
~




5

C

i ind&h; larger earn1ng class group. S .- . -

. » . . .
: ranging from 8.6% underclass for white females (23 of §67) ard black

are virtually independent in our.sample. Only 7.9% of the entire sample
. ¥ s * ' . 1

2

" are- classified as underclass (N=58 of 734),“with the sex-race subgroups’

.
L 4

femalés (3 of 35) down to 4.0% fof black malese(l of 25) Our analysis
. . - ?

therefore enta11s all underclass versus ‘all earnlng class adolescents,

as the two.greups'are almostﬂidentical in’ their age, sex, and racial com-
< "' ’ ' L4 3 -

position, ?urthermore, thé,total number’s of blacks (N=60), Asians
\ .

A Y . . -,

. (N=ll4), and "others" (N=42) are tooﬂémall“to subdivide into $ex and

~ -t s

] -

class subcategorles for valid analy51s (for example, there.is onLy one

-

black male, underclass student) "h1s pauc1ty of underclass reSpon~‘

»,
dents is*due in part to Se;ttle s lack of a '%ard core slum," the fact
. 0

that I sampled only among school attenders, and the restrr/tlve undex-,’

class crLzeria But even with fey underclass members, the fact that"

they are 1dent1f1able allows for a test of ciass-based propositions
* Students were class1f1ed as undercliis (UC) or earning class (EC)

in the following manner I&mpondents who rgported the1r parents

iamcome as, "p

tota1

- "

7
Reports of average to

. £0 respo‘d to the income_

-

the "pool" for p0331ble underclass membershlp
\

very high rpcome 1e‘fls’ as Well as
./ ’

P
L

become underclass" by default

- ’ ' .
goal was to obtain an underclass group that dfd not. 1nclude chi 1d¥

P . Py
\ Te ' 0 i -

—

v

" N R R . - :
"1f class1f1cation errors occurred

whqge parents were regular earhgrs

éhey probably resulted ;n the inclusioh- of‘a feélundercﬂhss students.:

¢ . 2

N
.
N
-
L}
-

(\

¥ level" or "someﬁhat belaw average" we&é(cluded ,in e

{




The income-based pool of possible underclass membe&s numbered lgj
P . .

(of 734) students. ,To.remein,in the underclass, students had to'ﬁypply

ﬁ - » ] » ‘.
evidence of either the family'a§receipt.9f wel fare benefits or the
father's recent or présent unemployment.. The mpther's’recent or present

unemp loyment was\the reléyant cr}terioﬁ in households'that.did not in-
c}ude a> father. These requirements for underclass memszisnip reduced
the numbef of students from 109 to'do.‘ Once again,dthe‘fewﬁine failed
to respond to tnese items became eerning clessvty default. it should.
sbe notéd/t;at‘regdlar workers wno neve not received welfare were ex-

-

\\\\j' cluded from the und®rclass even though the family's income was reported

“+
.
N v

-at the poverty -leveil-. Finalle as a check against a combinatidn of mid-

perception of family income and an imprecise'interpretation of unemploy-

i

ed, another criterion was added. < Students also had to supply ihformation

indicating that both-parents had not gradGated from college, or that

_both parents were not white- coliar or professional/executive employees.

Thus, the tempararily laid off engineer or teacher did not qua11fy as a

N -

member of the underclass. These data reduced that nummber of students

who came from undercless families to 58. This low degree of var}atﬁon
\ L4

in socfal class (UC/ -as § " indegendent variable will most
[4d -

"likely attenuate its appgrent re1ationshiﬁ with delinquent behavior.
A‘second measure of social class -~ a traditional stepladder of

'fathers' occupations -- was also obtained in order to ensure that any’,
i

.élass effect found with the UC/EC measure is not simply due to a rela-
~ - ﬁ' )' A ‘.

tionship in ourfsample. Specifiéally, the aim was to determine whether

differenees in the f1ndings could be attr1bu§ed to different measures,

BecauSe if that is found to be the case, it would indlcate that class-
based theories of delinquent behavior need not be rejected as they have

°




. ’

i
~

been inpast studies. -
Dozens of wayélkvdivide father's occupation into SES categories
. N ) ’ .
; can beffouﬂd in the literature.° Each has certain advantages and dis-
. : 7] .

-

.advantages. Im this study, I,émplqyeé.ki;schi's (1969:69, 265-266)

technique, mainly for the opportunity it provided for com%arison or

Al

. _replication, as Hirschi's sample comprised primarily earning class 2.

students. Basically, thé'rb5pondents were asked to name and brieéfly
~ . . .

) describe -their parents' jobs, and I coded the responses accordihg to
ﬁirschi's_categories. The distribution of occupational categories

included: dnsk%}Ied labor - 10%; semi—skilleh labor - 19%; ékiiled

v .
- 3

[S -

' manual - 32%; white collar - 14%; professional/executive - 26%2" Wwith
AR : ¢ .
the categories scored as one through fiye for later analyses. The
05 . |
correlation between the UC/EC and SES measures of class is r=.15, sig-

! nificance =.001. The dependent variable, delinquent°beha§ior,ﬂwas

-

measured by self-report items., The& measure used includes only illegal ' e
chargeéble,offenses. Trivial misbehayiocrs were exclu!%d on the basis

of obscuying the conception of the dependent variable, as were the so-
. \ \ - M ’
called $tatus offenses for which juveniles but not adults may be legally s .
v o . . ) .
apprehended, __

It ‘was pointed oul previously that anonymous questionnaires rather

than interviews were the data source. Such checklist data are often

/
s °
- -

- Id

v

]

- ) o 21irschi's SES distribution is very similar to this (see Hirschi 1969:
’ 69). Also, these percentages are based on 581 students, as 153 (21%)

?failed to provide aéequate inf9rmaqion/on fa;hei's occupation, This high
e nonresponse rate is one of- the criticism§ of fgther's occupatiqﬁ'és a ‘
measuré of social class mentioned earlier. . : r .. .
. — ' . P
. . ‘ . | " "‘y‘ K
. : «

.t e 114

. I d




4

g

criticized because,they encourage more careless responses with few

‘ .
- . ' .
P 1

checks against exaggeration or forgetfulness. But concealment can be .

an‘equally serjous difficulty in ﬁhe alternative faceito-face inter-

‘

‘view 31tuation' The problem of possible forgetfulness and exiggeratlon

. in the completion of the questionnalres was not ignored. To counter.

L’

extensive Memory errors, the time frame of the items was limited t :
"in the past yeaxr". It was assumed that students could remember pre-

cisely or estimate accurately the number of. times they had committed
specific offenses within that relatively shopf_time span without ghe
prodding of an interviewer. To guard against exaggeration ox over=

—r

reporting’of trivia; I included self-administered probes for details.
- . N . ‘

Immediately following reports of commissioms of each offense, -each™
student was asked to descrihe briefly the last such incident, This
was meant. to encaourage respondents tg "think twice" abovt the accuracy ~—-

:of theﬁr reported number of ‘offenses. - It also made possible the exclu-

sion of trivial or nonsense responses. In sum, the advantage of guaran-

/éeed anonymity was combined with features designed to counteract the - : ",;2

. relative inadequacies of the self-administered queétionn;ire f;>pat.

There is a final issue in self-reported delinquency measures, .»
» . TN e

namely, the distinction between frequency -and seriousnéss of delinquent
: 1%

~ .

behavior, My '"gut feei;ng" is that it probably makes very iittie dif-

fereﬁce which way it is measured. Fréquency and seriousness are highly

‘
” -

related to one another and more importantly, they are sitnilar]:jrnx.‘e--r

1ated to and. simwlarly "caused by" other Varlables (Gold, 1966; Williams

r
¢

_and Gold, 1972).' But to be Yon the safe-sideJ" and to compare the results

-

from different measures, I developéd:indices.of both dimensions.




*

e The measure of frequency consigts of the gimple addition of the number

»

© - of times the‘respondent reported having committed each of eight acts

within‘the past year. The offenses include small theft meéium~theft, )

* >

large theft, car theft medium’ property’ﬂestruction 1arge propenty
destruction, interpersonal v1olence, and attacking someone with a'

weapon., Each offense was scoged with the exact reported number.ofh

-~

commissions up to ten, while reports of more than ten acts of a single
§-l' - . B . *
offense were coded as '20." It was felt that kecollection of more than

teq\spec1f1c occasions is highly unlikely, so that most h{ghef nuzr rs

¢

are merely an 1n41V1dua1 s way of saying 'many times," which ‘was drbi-

\ trarily given twice the delinquenfe behavior weight as ten admitted com-
. - .
missions. The eight- item 1ndex of frequency of delinquent behavyior thus .
; 5> ;
has a range of 0- 160. The effective pange in the sample is 0 76, show-

ing that no one s1mp1y haphazardly marked large numbersxfor all offenses.

o Y

The majority-(SZ%) of respondents admitted having committed at 1dﬁ%t one -~

I

of these illegal acts within the past year The seriousness scale is
! ,
basei on Gold's (1966) delinquency application of Sellin and Wolfgang's

(1964) scale of seriousness of offenses. I excluded small theft (less o

than $5) from the serioz;ye%s index. Likewise, I a!pluded car-theft if
. ’ . it involved a friend's ér a relative's car. Otherwise, the seriousness
score equals the frequency score for a given offense times the '"serious-
r D TR . .

X » ; . ‘
ness weight! of that'offense, summed agross geven dffenses. Medium
24

theft ($5-$50) and medium property destruction ($5 $50) ‘were w21ghted 1.0,

*¢  while 1arge theft and large destruction (>$50), "real" .car theft, and . ‘
) )
simple assault were weighted 2.0, Attacking someone with a weapon with -
& . - . -

3

a willingness to seriously injure was multibiied hy a factor of 3.0. The




K z*

dresulﬁ:mg s¢al has a possible range of 0-260, Sv!th an actual range in° )
.

-11-3. A tota}.of 260 students (35%) receiVed nonzero

ser q‘usg ss pf de\\l\inquent behavior" scores. The correlation (Pearson's

ur s J,nple of

etWe n ;: e frequency and seriousrfess indices

% . .

. v . . . . . « 7, ~
! / Co THE RESULTS
A ‘. N f
\ ‘ |
i . o . . . ‘i
_The ata provide’ no firm evidence that'ocml ylass -~ no mat:te o
t .
- how :7t i mea/g;e‘d —--1s a salient factor in generat
the correlatlons bet "een a dlCQO!ﬂOU.S

¥

l .
.- volvemerlxt

"duxpmy {(ariabsle" separating l}nderclass fro&eaming c \ass and frequency
ent behavior aqe very low and
R .

As shown in Table 1,

f
\ and’ seriousness of self-reported delinqu
/ marginally eignificant. Correlatiobs‘ between SES of fa,ther_'s occiipation

!
! N
and those same measures of delinquency are nonexistent

'R

~ TABLE 1
L Y

4

Correlations (Pearson's r) and levels of statistical significance be-
tween measures of social class and self-reported delinquent behavior, '
. ' &

-y
Nt e
i : .
\" Fy - 4 b,
, / Frequency of Seriousness of
[ , Delinquent Acts Delmquent Acts
A C
I Underclass versus r=~,0508 r=-.0786"
;s earning class signif.=,087 signif.=,018 .
. 4 .
. | . ¥ \ S . ﬁk T
. . SES of father'sk Cx=l0145, r=—.0250
' i occupation gﬁu’ signif.=,365 signif.=.276
. 1 ’
‘ The finding of no "SES" correlation with 111ega1 behavior is con-
- sistent with the«bulk of studies reviewed early in this paper. The lack.
¥ /1 ) . . . L

=J

3

.
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+ of an underclass relationship: 4is more Signlficant for it adds a néw

v A

\ dimension to'-the body o}\evidence suggesting that soc1a1 class is not © |, °

2
N

a major factor in the etiology of delinquent behavior *,Eliminating- o

€

o : .
trivial misbehaVior from the mlasure of‘delinquency and*reconceptualiZing'

)

class in a more consistent manner with class- relatedctheories should i
- . Y
!
. incredase the likelihood of finding a social class correlation with de+

N

. ' ’ i 3
linquenCy, if such a relationship exists, Yet thexe is very 1itt1e in-

» ~

s -

. N ;"
crease in the size of the assoc1ation : : '

; . |

The uC/EC model does, however a1ter the relationship in the an

(7

dicted negative difection, espec1a11y with serious delinquency Th

underclass’ report slightly greater involvement in’ such activities than

v
.

do their earning class peers. In fact, for six of the eight offendes

v )

" a greater percentagq‘of underclass than earning class youth admit #t

least some inv£IVement. But such additional figures are toB specullative.

' to- report in”detail, based on underclass sample sizes that are to

&

. tg rule put chance-as the cause oC;fHe dif ferences. .

| small

At
.

Furthermore ‘ﬂu'low degree o variation 1n soc1a1 class (U EC)

, should attenuate correlations from their "true" magnitude. It i
s :

_common prpblem; Schoenberg (1975:70) reports similar inaQequacie

) %yariation in related measures in séveral major self-reported delinqueéncy

2 + ]
3 ; 3 .
dkudies. Further tests encompassing slum areas with larger underclass

. 4 ’
populations are needed to circumvent this difficulty Samples ipciuding

N

extremes.,.Th@ measures employed‘here, if applied under those cireum--

ve P ¥ NN
tances, coulb ifideed reveal that social class (and therefore class-based .
' ) “i .

-

-
’

o2
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S

- explanations) need not be eliminated from the vocdbulary of delinquepcy

* causation. But caution must prévail.. There is only a slight implica-
. ‘ 3 B O

tion that Emprdﬁeﬁ methodology\ray reveal that the experience of being

a member of the underclass leads to gredter involvement in certain 4 ’

¥

illegal activities. The findings of this study, 'and, those of other

. LN

o who come close to opératgonalby separating-the underclass ( erger agd '

\

. * ¢« Simon, 1974), suggest that any such relationship between social class -

and delinquent behavior would probably bhe slighf.in magnitude.

. ”~
- .

. ¥
f’ L] [ < - " ’ -
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